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Mr. Richard D. Green
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Air and Waste Management Division
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345 Courtland Street, N.E.

Atlanta, Georgia 30365

Subject: = Comments on Lees Lane Draft Responsiveness Summary
TDD No. F4-8403-17

Dear Mr. Green:

Enclosed is a copy of the Draft Responsiveness Summary, with minor corrections
indicated in red. A separate list of proposed changes or additions is attached with
the changes or additions indicated in parentheses.

I hope this has been of assistance to you. If you have any questions, please don't
hesitate to call me.

Very truly yours,

jorma— MJM@&

Gregory F. Schank
Project Manager

GFS/lds
Attachment

cc: Beverly Houston

OA Halliburton Company
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RECOMMENDED CHANGES OR ADDITIONS
TO RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY
LEES LANE LANDFILL SITE

2.0 Background on Community Involvement and Concerns

5.

EPA Response: ‘

Based on the Remedial Investigation, a Health Assessment was
developed which evaluated potential health risks associated with the
presence of hazardous substances at the site (and the effects of these
substances on groundwater, surface water and sediment.) The
assessment concluded that there was no current evidence of an offsite
problem related to the landfill site. (The presence of hazardous
substances in the air or landfill gas is currently being addressed though
a separate EPA study and will be evaluated in a separate report at a
later time.)

EPA Response:

The Public Health Assessment in the Remedial Investigation concluded
that there is no current evidence of an offsite problem related to the
(groundwater, surface water, or sediment at the) landfill site. (A
separate air study is presently being conducted by the EPA and the
results will be evaluated in a later report.) If an offsite migration
problem does evolve, then the issues will be evaluated.

3.0 Summary of Public Comments Received During Public Comment Period and

Agency Responses

9.

10.

16.

EPA Response:

No, that is not correct (that 2.4 million cubic yards came from just four
companies. The 212,000 tons is documented as coming from four
companies but was not used to estimate the total of 2.4 million cubic
yards.) We used several methods...

(EPA Clarification

The final Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study Reports included a
total of 8 homes in the Riverside Gardens neighborhood identified as
using private wells for drinking water.)

EPA Response:

EPA based their estimated depth on the data collected during
implementation of the gas collection system. The maximum depth of
waste which was detected is approximately 40 feet. Also, the water
table is approximately 50 feet below the ground surface. To excavate
beyond 50 feet would require a dewatering process, therefore, this
could be a very expensive process. If the site is 100 feet deep, this
means we have miscalculated the quantity of waste (and therefore the
cost to remove the waste would be greater than we estimated). This
calculation would only be (important% if excavation was chosen as the
recommended remedy.

-1-
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17.

20.

35.

#9.

51.

52.

(EPA Clarification

The Feasijbility Study includes the removal of these drums. Prior to
removal, samples will be collected for use in determining the proper
means of disposal.)

(EPA Clarification
A burner was not installed as part of the gas collection system.)

EPA Response:
Right, (if there is a burner on the gas collection system) there should be
no methane, but as far as I know no samples have been taken.

(EPA Clarification
There is no burner on the gas collection system and therefore, methane

should be detected in the exhaust.)

(EPA Clarification
Concentrations of contaminants are not necessary to design a collection

system but could impact a treatment system if one were necessary.)

(EPA Clarification

The air monitoring system proposed in the Feasibility Study includes six
sampling stations on the landfill that would be monitored three times a
year. This program may be altered as a result of the air sampling
currently being conducted by EPA.)

(EPA Clarification

The Feasibility Study includes the installation of four gas monitoring
wells between the landfiil and Riverside Gardens. In addition, one well
will also be Jocated on Putman Avenue.)

-2-
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00204y LEES [ANE LANDFILL
LOUISVILLE, KENTUCKY

DRAFT RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY

This camunity relations responsiveness summary is divided into the
following sections:

Section 1.0 Overview. This section discusses EPA's preferred
alternative for remedial action, and likely public reaction to
this alternative.

Section 2.0 Background on Camunity Involvement and Concerns.
This section provides a brief history of cammunity interest
and concerns raised during remedial planning activities at the
Lees Lane Landfill Site.

Section 3.0 Summary of Major Camments Received during the
Public Camment Pericd and the EPA Responses to the Camments.
Both written and oral camments are categorized by relevant
topics. EPA responses to these major camments are al.o
provided.

Section 4.0 Remaining Concerns. This section describes
remaining camunity concerns that EPA did not address directly
during the Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study, and

how EPA proposes to handle these concerns.

In addition to the above sections, Attachment A, included as a
part of this responsiveness summary, identifies cammunity relations
activities conducted at the lLees Lane Landfill Site prior to

and during the public camment period.



At the time of the public meeting and the public comment period, EPA had
not selected a single preferred alternative for the lees lane Landfill

site. Instead the draft feasibility study recammended six (6) alternatives.
These alternatives address the problems of groundwater contamination,

soil contamination and the potential for gas migration into the Riverside
Gardens cammunity.

The recammended alternative that will be specified in the decision document
involves surface waste area cleanup, bank protection controls, gas
collection and venting system, and monitoring. The monitoring program
includes sampling groundwater monitoring wells to detemmine baseline
groundwater guality at the site. The surface waste clean-up will reduce
the possibility of direct contact since site access is not restricted.

The installation of bank protection controls will minimize erosion and
failure of the Chio River bank.

Judging from the camments received during the public meeting and the

three week camment period, the residents of Riverside Gardens felt that

EPA was not considering the best alternmative for a solution to the problem.
The residents would prefer relocation and buy-out of their hames and
property as the only viable solution. The Department of Public Health

for Lcuisville and Jefferson County felt that the alternative which

included surfacz waste area cleanup, bank protection controls, gas collection
and venting syvstam anc menitering is the minimum acticn alternat:ive that
the Department would sucper+. However, there is scme concern that the
quarterly monitoring proposed in this and all alternatives is

totally inadequate. The Department recammends that an agreement with

local agencies for more frequent monitoring is necessary. This system of
menitoring, however, need not be as detailed as proposed in the RI/FS.

The Xentucky Resources Council of Frankfort feels that EPA has nct adequately
defined tne problem, but would go 3long with the proposed alternative

once the needed background data is collected provided that a cancetant

and resgensible 2ntity maintains, menitors and assures proper functicning
of the gas collection system. A designated responsible party, who
responded during the public camment period, recammended the alternative
which will be specified in the decision document as the best remedy

for the site. Section 3.0 provides a more detailed discussion of individual
preferences and concerns.
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_I¥r Background On Camunity Involvement And Concerns

Cammunity involvement at the Lees Lane lLandfill has centered
primarily around Riverside Gardens residents. They established
the Riverside Gardens Cammunity Council in 1969. This council
was recently headed by Jo Anne Schlatter, but is now under the
leadership of Pat Moran.

The first official complaint was filed with the county in 1964,
after which camplaints fram residents of Riverside Gardens were
filed frequently. Fires, lack of proper cover, excavation of the
flood wall, open dumping, chemical dumping, midnight dumping, and
foul odors were all cited camplaints filed with the Jefferson
County Health Department. Methane gas began entering hames adjacent
to the landfill during the spring of 1975.

The Riverside Gardens Cammunity Council is actively monitoring

all developments at the landfill and have been highly vocal in
expressing their concerns to the county, state, EPA, and the local
media.

The major concerns expressed during the remedial planning activities;
ard how EPA, the county, and state addressed these concerns are
described below:

1) Has the problem of methane gas been permanently solved or will
we be threatened once again?

EPA Response:

Based on the data gathered during the Remedial Investigation,
the gas collection system is working toward alleviating prcblems
related to the migration of landfill-gas to the Riverside
Gardens area. EPA's recammended remedy involves inspection

and repair of the gas collection system along with air g..d jio.o
monitoring. Therefore, we will be forewarned of any potentia
problems that might evolve.

2) Will air emissions fram vented gas pose a health threat to the
camunity?

EPA Response:

EPA cannot make a determination regarding health threats related
to air emissions from vented gas without additional air data.
EPA is currently implementing an air study at and in the
vicinity of the Lees Lane Landfill site. After sufficient

data has h»een collected and evaluated, EPA will address this
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3) Local officials wanted to know whether EPA would fund a long-
tem monitoring and gas:venting system.

EPA Response:

EPA's recammended alternative includes inspection and repair
"of the monitoring and gas venting system. Responsible parties

for the site will be given an opportunity to implement this

remedy. If they choose not to participate, then Superfund monies
will be appropriated, if applicable. Operation and Maintenance (O&M)
will be provided by EPA for one year and the State will be responsible
for the remainder of the OgM period.

4) What about the potential for groundwater contamination
and contamination of the Chio River?

EPA Response:

EPA recognizes that there is a potential for groundwater
contamination fram the site. Therefore, EPA's recammended remedy
includes groundwater monitoring for a period of time. If and
when a problem dces arise, it will then be addressed.

In regard to the Chio River contamination via groundwater
fram the site, the potential for such a problem is very low
due 2z ne size and ficw -ate cf the river,

What are the contaminants in the landfill and what effect
will these have on the cammunity?

W
—

EPA Resronse:

The sit=s was used for disposal of damestic, cammercial, and
industr-ial waste. Due to health risks involved with drilling
througnh the f£ill, the nature and extent of the wastz was not
charactarized.

Based on the Remedial Investigation, a Health Assessment was
developed which evaluated potential health risks associated with
the presence of hazardous substances at the site. The assessment
concluded that there was no current evidence of an offsite
problam related to the landfill site.

6) What threat is there to our health fram the chemicals
migrating off site?

EPA Response:

The Public Health Assessment in the Remedial Investigation
"onf*l;jod that there is no current svidenca of an ~ffsite prcblem
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7) Smce people are hunt‘ng and our children are still playing
on the property, what is EPA going to do about the open
access to the landfill?

EPA Response:

'EPA's recamended alternative will include posting cautionary
signs. These signs will inform the public of the site
conditions and impending risks.

8) How will you keep us, public officials, up-to-date
on site activities and plans that EPA is developing?

EPA Response:

EPA will keep the State informed of site activities and
plans for the site. The State requested that they
be responsible for contacting county and local officials.

9) Will the landfill ever be used as a dump again? Can it be

developed? Can access to the river be restored? Will the
camunity ever be able to use the land?

EPA Response:

Future land use for the site has ncot been Zetarmined.

10) Jefferson County wanted toc know whether the Superfund Program
would pay for both past and future cleanup costs?

EPA Response:

Since responsible parties have been identified for this

site, they will be given the opportunity zo settlie the clean-
up costs with the Agency. If they choose nct to came fcorward
and Superfund monies were experded, the 3gency may seek

legal recourse.

The focus of the cammnity concerns have been on the methane gas problem
and possible health effects fram the contamination at the site.



LEEOOY
002034

3.0 SUMMARY OF PUBLIC COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD
AND AGENCY RESPONSES

Camments raised during the Ilees lane Landfill Site public camment period
are summarized briefly below. The camment pericd was held fram October 15
to November 6, 1985 to receive camments fram the public on the draft
Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study. The ccmments received during
the camment pericd are categorized by relevant topics. At the time of
the public camment pericd, ZPA had not selected the recammended
alternative.

Technical Questions/Concerns Regarding the Site History

1.0 what chemicals were found in the 400 drums in the landfill?

EPA Response: Organics, heavy metals, phenol, and benzene
were found 1n the drums.

2.0 What was the condition of the 400 drums found on the landfill?

EPA Response: I do not know.

Technical Questions/Concerns Regarding RI/FS

3.0 Do you know if there is any ground contaminaticn at lccations
other than whers you sampled?

EPA Response: I do not know.

4.0 How do we remove the barrels out of the landfill? How
do you clean up the landfill? We would like to see the
waste removed.

EPA Response: The only technology that would actually be
able to take the waste out would be excavation. The material
itself could be either incinerated or taken to an approved
landfill for disposal.

5.0 Will you excavate the entire landfill?

EPA Response: If excavation is the chosen technology, the
entire landfill will probably be excavated.

6.0 Has EPA or any other level of govermment considered relocating
the residents in the neighborhood?

EPA Response: EPA has not considered relocation as a remedial
alternative.
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9.0

10.0

11.0
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This study is Incomplete dDecause Snly certain areas were
1nvest igated.

EPA Response: In the design of the Remedial Investigatiocn,

EPA had to decide what areas were to be investigated in order to
characterize the site. Due to both time and cost factors
involved, it was impossible to cover all areas.

Wl'_ly wasn’t a fence put arcund the site? Wwhy weren't warning
signs posted to keep people off the lamdfill?

EPA Response: Posting signs and erecting a fence will not
necessarily limit the number of people fram going on site.
People will climb the fence and the signs will be ignored.
However, EPA is considering posting signs as part of the
remedial alternatives.

According to the report, the 212,000 tons of waste were used
to estimate the total amount of waste in the landfill. So am I
correct in saying that the 2.4 million cubic yards is just
fram the four campanies?

EPA Response: No, that is not correct. We used several methods
to estimate the amount of waste in areas where we thought waste
was contained (i.e. geophysical methods). We also had information
fram boreholes installed during the Remedial Investigation.
Thrcugh these studies e made an 2stimat= f how much w7ast2 was
dumped in the landfill.

Fotel
EPA Clarification: The,volume of waste estimated in the landfill
was 2.4 million cubic yards. This number was derived by gecphysical
methods and also information gathered during the Remedial
Investigation.

You stated that *here were two residential hames and a church on
wells that are being used for a water supply. I Know positively
that there are Zive families.

EPA Response: We wou.ld appreciate their names and addresses.
During the RI we cap \ n vased the neighborhocd in an effort to find
every well we coulds™

What do you think will happen when the chemicals that are in the
landfill go into the Chio River?

EPA Response: As part of the study we looked at the dilution
factor of the Chio River. And, in fact, fram our data ( i.e. the
movement of the groundwater and the rate of chemical migration
into the river) it was determined that the dilution was, I
believe, 67,000 to 1. The flcw rate in the Chio River is so
great that it is 67,000 narts of Chic River to very cne part

"‘Y"!*"" -~ e - < ‘-MQ KR ,_%_,,.n IQC»AI.
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12.0

13.0

14.0

15.0

16.0

17.0

902030
What do you have to say about the radicactive waste over there?

EPA Response: When we did our work at the site, we wore radiation
badges. This is a normal procedure. On the first, and I am not
sure of the second site visit, we actually carried a radiation
mini alert. We never got a reading on the radiation mini-alert.
We turned our badges in monthly, however, no one's badge showed
any radiation. I don't know if radicactive waste was dumped out
there.

How much did the study cost?

EPA Response: The cost of the study should be around $500,000.

Have any PW's or any other cancer causing chemicals been found
at the landfill?

EPA Response: Benzene and polyvinyl chloride were detected in
one of the gas studies.

Did the 212,000 tons of waste just came fram four campanies?
In the report it states that over 100 campanies dumped in the
landfill. Do you have records of how much they dumped?

EPA Response: Yes, the four campanies are responsible for the
212,000 tons of waste., We do not have records of how much the
other 96 companies dumped at the landfill. Identifying campanies
and the amount of waste they dumped is a part of the enforcement
process.

A citizen stated that he knows that the sand pits were at least
150 to 200 feet deep.

EPA Response: EPA based their estimated depth on the data
collected during implementation of the gas collection system.
The maximum depth of waste which was detected is approximately
40 feet. Also, the water table is approximately S0 feet below
the ground surface. To excavate beyond 50 feet would require
a dewatering process, therefore, this could be a very expensive
process. If the site is 100 feet deep, this means we have
miscalculated the quanity of waste that is out there. This
calculation would only be a factor if excavation was chosen as

the recammended remedy.

What does EPA plan to do with the drums that are along the river?

EPA Response: As part of the remedial action, the drums will be
sanpled and if they are hazardous, they will be removed.
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: drums-Will
be s’anpl‘ed nd if ?'ey*are k?fz/ardous,/ﬁex wild be r%
A citi:;en stated that the liquid is running out of the drums into
the Chio River. I am concerned about our water supply.

+

EZPA Response: The Zmergency Response Unit inspected the drums and
concluded that they did not pose an immediate threat to the public,
and therefore, did not require an emergency removal. It was decided
trgat these drums would be addressed during the remedial action
phase.

Questions/Concerns Related to Gas Migration

19.0

20.0

21.0

22.0

Why wasn't the venting maintained after it was installed to control
the migration of methane gas to Riverside Gardens?

EPA Response: This question should be referred to the county
government. The Public Works Department is responsible for
Operation and Maintenance of the gas collection system.

Initially, I believe you were trying to keep us fram being blown
up in an exposion by the gas. But now it appears that you are
suffocating us. The vent pipe is blowing all uver Riverside
Gardens. 2m I right or wrong?

SPA Resrcnse: Surposedly. the systam was designed tc burn :the
gas ori perfore it is ventad to the atmesphere. Although I'm
not sure if the gas is being burned, I do know that the blcwer
house is working because you can hear it blowing.

What if rocket fuel was dumped into the landfill? There is a
ruror that a local chemical campany manufactured rocket fuel for
Redstone Arsenal.

ZPA Resrcnse: I assume vou are talking about hydrozene, the mcst
cammen rocket fuel used tcdav. If it were spilled or dumped out, it
would have volatized, hence, no longer being a problem. If it
hasn't been exposed to the air, then it would depend on the

concentrations in the well. -S—deomle—ihinlt-Your—COonCornt—are
v ih

The generation of methane could last 20 years based on EPA's fifty
foot depth of the waste in landfill. So, if it is 100 to 150 feet
deep, does that mean a 60—year time period of methane being
generated in the lamdfill. ,

EPA Response: It would be hard to estimate how long methane will
be generated in the landfill, The amount of time that methane can
be generated varies.
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22.0 Wouldn't it have zeen feasible to find out which way the wind
blew before :the venting system was ever installed?

EPA Response: We have a report that shows the prevailing wind
direction most of the time. However, the wind doesn't blow in -he
same direction all the time.

24.0 ° Is this venting system safe?

EPA Response: Yes, the system is safe if it is operating
properly amd if the gas is being burned.

Correction to the EPA Response: Based on our knowledge if the
venting system is operating properly, the system is safe.

25.0 Do you have a pump that is pumping the gas?

EPA Response: The gas collection system was designed to include
a series of 31 wells. They are all tied into a cammon header
and they are under negative pressure. They pull all this gas
into the blower house.

26.0 1Is the gas burned or just discharged into the atmosphere?

EPA Response: They should have a propane supply down there that
actually burns this gas.

Correction to EPA Response: EPA's response was not correct.
The gas venting system was designed to have a burner but it
was decided by the county not to include it. The gas would be
vented to the atmosphere.

27.0 How often is the pump checked?

EPA Response: You need to check with the county. They are
responsible for maintaining the venting system.

28.0 How can we believe you, the EPA, the County Health Department
and county govermment when the venting system has been allowed
to get in its present condition?

EPA Response: BAgain, the upkeep of the venting system

was the responsibility of the Public Works Department, Jefferson
County. If the repair of the system is chosen as one of the
recammended alternatives, then the operation and maintenance of
that system will be the responsibility of EPA the first year,
then it will be the state's responsibility.
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29.0

30.0

31.0

32‘0

33.0

002022
Did the county receive the report in December of '84 that reported
the venting system was working at 42 percent? why didn’'t the
campany that did the gas evaluation report send a copy to the
county .

EPA Response: That was an oversight, probably on EPA's part.
If the conclusions drawn fram that study had detemmined that
there was a great threat to the public health, everyone would
have been made aware of the danager. The report was included
as part of the remedial investigation and feasibility study and
the county was given that report.

How long was the venting system off and what amount of time did
it take with the system off for the gas to be detected?

EPA Response: I have no idea. When we saw the data that showed

a reading, we did question them. The data sheet said the blower

house was off. That is what drove us to the conclusion that when
the blower house is on, that the system is still working.

Is special monitoring being conducted in areas where the test
wells are located to find out if anything has been migrating
in those particular areas?

EPA Resoonse: Cur field work was canpleted before we were made
aware of the residents camplaints. Wwhen it was brought to EPA's
attention they did in fact came out and sample. We have also
camitted to further sampling and monitoring. We have been working
with Pat Moran trying to find out when there are camplaints of the
gas in the neighborhood. When the odor is detected, we will

be available to came down and do scme air sampling. As far as the
air sampling is concerned it is not cut and dry. We are still
camitted to caming out and addressing that issue.

what do you have to campare with the air samples in 19847

EPA Response: Gas well air samples fram the previous studies

are included in this report. These samples were taken in probes
I-38B, I-4B, I-5B and I-10B. I don't believe ambient air samples
are included in the report because the ambient air samples did

not detect anything. Ambient air samples were taken. I have
copies of the results back in my office which can be made available

to you.

What does it mean when the report talks about the volume of the
methane in the wells being 83 percent?

EPA Response: If you have a cup filled with 100 percent of air,
83 percent cf the air would be methane.
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24.0 Do you know the percentage of the methane that is being vented
into the atmosphere?:

EPA Response: I have no idea. I don't think a sample has ever
been pulled fram that vent. However, 1f methane was being vented
into the atmosphere, it would not be a volume of 83 percent
because the atmosphere has a larger volume than the well space.

35.0 If a test were done on one of the venting systems that was
working properly, you should have zero methane, or no trace
of methane, is that right?

EPA Response: Right, there should be no methane, but as far
as I know, no samples have been taken at the exhaust.

Health Related Questions/Concerns

36.0 What adverse health effects are we being subjected to by breathing
this air daily which contains chemicals/gases fram the landfill?

EPA Response: EPA has cammitted to doing more air monitoring in
the neighborhocd. At this time none of the studies show that
there are ambient air problems.

37.0 Has EPA or CIC canvassed the neighbornocd zo see if thers are any
birth defects or a type of cancer which is prevalent in the neighibcrhocod?
How can you say that there is no problem yet, since you haven't gone
to the neighborhood to see?

EPA Response: To answer your first questicn, no, we have not
canvased the cammunity. And at this point we have no intentions

of doing it as you propose. The main reason Deing, we sSee no
indication that there is an imminent public health threat being
posed to people living in Riverside Gardens Ircm Lees Lane Landfill.
If that were the case, we would work cooperatively with both the
Louisville and Jefferson County Health Department and the State
Health Department in Frankfort to detemmine whether or not the
alleged problems may in fact be due to or were due to exposures

to substances caming fram the site.

38.0 This site appears to be similar to Love Canal. No, the school
isn't located on top of the landfill, but the cammunity is around
the landfill. At love Canal the barrels started surfacing and
it took them a long time before they finally got the EPA
and everybody to say that there was a problem. I wouldn't want
that to happen here.

EPA Response: I agree with what you are saying. That is one of
the reascns that we have “istad menitcorinsg in all the ‘:ared“_
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39.0

40.0

41.0

42.0

43.0

Would you feel safe with your families living in this neighborhood?

EPA Response: Based on the data and information we have looked
at so tar, ves I would. The site does not pose an imminent
health threat but the area is unsafe for children playing at
the site.

Have you talked with the Fire Department or the Police Department
about what gces on back here? The Fire Department evacuated

a family in 1983 for two nights, allegedly because of dangerous
gas fram the landfill.

EPA Response: No, we have not talked with these two departments
but we are interested in their opinion.

How dangerous is the water to us when the groundwater level is
up for just a short period of time?

EPA Response: It should not be dangerous at all.

What about future health concerns? what are we going to learn
in the next five to ten years fram living in these conditions?

EPA Response: One of the things we hope you try to realize, and
be sensitive to as well, is that we don't have all the answers.
There is a lct that we don't know, and we just have to deal with
that the best we can.

Everything that I have read in the report talks about explosion
potential and so forth. What about health effects fram the gas,
especially when the water level has been up for three or four
menths?

EPA Response: In order to fully address your concerns, we need
to first establish a link or have a strong suspicion that a link
exists between the residents' health camplaints and the landfill.

Technical Questions/Concerns Regarding Future Actions

44.0

45.0

Could an industry be put on the landfill after your next action?

EPA Response: This decision will be made by the county zoning
department.

why not let the City of Louisville buy this whole neighborhood
and make a dump out of it?

EPA Response: We cannot answer that question.

Cresticns/Cancerns ~oardis~ “hs Syrerfurd Procoess
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46.0 Is this the only input we will get or do the people have anything

to say about the remedial decisions? Are you just going to
take our opinion and then you (EPA) make the decision.

!
i
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A

EPA Response: The process works as follows: After tonight you
will have until November 6th %0 camment on the remedial reports.
We will then respond to those camments in a responsiveness summary
addressing all of your concerns. At that time, taking into
consideration your concerns and all the other public input, we
will determine what is the most appropriate remedy for the site.
We will at that time came back to you. I won't say it will be in
the form of a public meeting; it will depend on what the remedy

is determined to be. You will be informed as to what remedy was
selected.

47.0 So how do we get people to respond? Do we have to write
letters? What do they have to do?

. EPA Response: You should send your written camments to the EPA
office, addressed to me, Beverly Houston. Our address may be found
in the back of the fact sheet. We would like to strongly encourage
yau, if you do have a question or a concern, to make us aware of it.
All comments will be included in the responsiveness summary, including
those made here tonight.

Question/Concerns Related to the Enforcement Process

48.0 Are there any funds available tc do any remedial action down
here?

EPA Response: Since this is an enforcement site, there are
potentially responsible parties (PRP's). FPRP's are people
responsible for putting the waste in the landfill. The enforcement
section at EPA is currently in the process of identifying and
noticing those pecple that there is a problem and also giving
them the opportunity to actually implement whatever reamedial
action is determined to be the correct remedy. So the first
option is to try to get the potentially responsible parties to
cane forth and pay for the clean-up. If the PRP's say no, we

are not going to do anything, then EPA will came forth and
actually implement the remedy. Once the PRP's have been notified,
they will have 60 days to came forth and camit to doing the
remedial action. So at this point it is hard to say who will

pay for the clean-up.

Written Camments/Questicns Received by the Agency
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"Has any calculation been made >f the anticipated levels of
methane and other gas producticn, and production of wvolatile
organics, over the future life of the landfill? How can a
collection system be designed, without knowing the
anticipated production levels which it will be designed

to handle?”

EPA Response: We are not aware of any calculations being

made of the anticipated levels of methane and other gas
production, and production of volatile organics, over the future
life of the landfill. The gas collection system was designed to
prevent the gas in the landfill from migrating to the Riverside
Gardens area. Gas production levels were not directly utilized
in the design of the system.

"Has any testing been conducted by EPA to detemmine the nature
and threat fram the 11 unidentified organics that were detected
by IT Corporation in the assessment of the gas collection system?
What are the constituent toxics being collected and emitted

~ into the cammunity from the gas collections s'stem?”

EPA Response: EPA is currently conducting an air study at and
in the vicinity of the site. In this investigation target and
non—-target campounds are being identified. Target campounds
identified in the parts per billion range were vinyl chloride,
benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, and xylene.

"The county gas collection system apparently did not include
the designed gas burner. What stack monitoring has and will be
conducted to determine the organics content of the gas which is

now being collected, concentrated and emitted into the vicinity

of the Riverside Gardens neighborhood"? What ambient monitoring
is being conducted on a continuing basis (rather than on one dry-
weather day) to detemmine the ambient levels of gases in the

neighborhood?”

EPA Response: EPA is currently conducting an air study at and
in the vicinity of the site. Representative samples are being
collected over varied times and climatic conditions. Stack,
background, indoor and outdoor samples are being collected.

"what testing has been conducted at the Putman Avenue sites
where the high concentrations of methane and organic-laden gases
were first detected in 1975 in order to determmine whether the
county gas collection system is functioning so as to control gas
migration? What testing will be conducted to determine the
current degree of gas migration?”
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IPA Response: Two residences on Puumman Avenue have bDeen selected

as target areas for sampling during the current air investigation
being conducted by EPA.

"What follow-up drilling will be conducted on-site to determine
actual depth of stored waste?"

EPA Response: At this point in the investigation, there is no
follow-up drilling planned on-site. The actual depth of the
stored waste will be a major factor only if excavation is chosen
as an alternative. Due to the health risks associated with
drilling through the f£ill it is not being considered at this time.

"EPA tested for chemicals in these hames; they failed to test
for methane. We would like to know why this happened. If we
are sitting on top of methane, then our hames ought to be tested
for it."

EPA Response: The cambustible gas unit will be utilized in the

future air investigations. In the January '86 air sampling
investigation hanes were tested for methane using the cambustible gas
unit. Methane was not detected in any of the hames.

I should also emphasize that methane is an asphyxiant gas, not one of
the hazardous substances that are addressed by EPA. Therefore, EPA
has focused primarily on the toxic gases that may be mixed with the
methane gas.

"I am wondering why Hofgesang can't be made responsible for
landfill.”

EPA Response: The Hofgesang Foundation has been named as one of

the pPotentlally Responsible Parties. As such, they will be
given an opporutunity to participate in the clean-up remedy. If
they choose not to participate, the Agency may seek other legal
recourses.

"Should a burner be installed in the gas collection and venting
system?”

EPA Response: At this point into the project we can not make a

detemmination on whether a burner is needed. After sufficient
air data is collected and reviewed, EPA will evaluate the need
for a gas collection system burner. However, for cost purposes
in the FS, a burner was included in the remedial alternatives.

"The once per quarter monitoring proposed in this and all
alternatives is totally inadequate.”
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EPA Response: The decision to monitor guarterly was dased on
the following factors: (1) the number of receptors to groundwater,
(2) the groundwater flow rate and (3) cost factors. Also, RCRA

canpliance status requires four quarters of groundwater data to
determine baseline groundwater conditicns.
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4.0 REMAINING PUBLIC OONCERNS

The ambient air issue remains as a public health concern that has
not been fully addressed by EPA. The interrelated issues are as
follows:

*Are the reported chemical odors, which residents state are
especially prevalent after a rainy period, related to the
landfill?

*Should Riverside Gardens residents be relocated because
of adverse health effects they believe are a result of the
landfill?

EPA was unable to address these issues due to the insufficient
amount of air data. To address these issues, EPA launched a
camprehensive air study which involves collecting representative
samples over varied times and climatic conditions. After the
data gaps are filled, EPA will be able to address the health
related concerns. ,
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ATTACHMENT A

Camunity relations activities conducted at the lees lane Landfill
Site to date include the following:

*EPA prepared a cammunity relations plan (Sept. '83).

*Fact sheets were prepared prior to and after the Remedial
Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS).

*A press release was issued announcing the public meeting
(Oct. '85).

*Information repositories were established (Sept. '85).

*EPA held a public meeting at Riverside Gardens Church to
describe the RI/FS reports and to respond to citizens'
questions. Approximately one-hundred people attended

the meeting including citizens and elected officials

(Oct. 14, 1985). A transcript of this meeting is available
in the EPA files."

*The public camment period officially lasted six weeks
fran October 15 to November 6, 1985.

*EPA has maintained frequent contac% with Pat Moran, President
of Riverside Gardens Council.

*EPA has cammunicated through telephone conversations with cammunity
leaders, officials etc.



